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REMARKS 

Applicant asserts that the present invention is new, non-obvious and useful. Applicant 
respectfiilly requests reconsideration of the above-identified application in view of the 
foregoing amendments and following remarks. 

Status of Claims 

Claims 1-16 are pending in the application. Claims 17-20 have been canceled. 
Claims 1, 3» 6, and 8-16 have been amended. 

Claims 17-20 have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. In making this 
cancellation without prejudice. Applicant reserves all rights in these claims to file divisional 
and/or conthxuation patent applications. 

Claims 1, 3, 6, and 8-16 have been voluntarily amended to correct minor 
typographical error and to place the same in better form. Applicant respectfully asserts that 
no new matter has been added by these amendments to the claims. 

Drawing Objections 

In the OfBce Action, the Examiner objected to the drawings as allegedly not showing 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. 

Applicant respectfully asserts tiiat all claimed elements are shown in the drawmgs. 
For example, the Examiner's attCTrtion is directed to Figures 25E, 25K and 25L and to 
Figures 30A-30C for illustration of flie claimed features specified in claims 1-7 and 8-16, 
lespecdvely. 

Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the objection to the drawings be 
withdrawn. 
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CLAIM REJECTIONS 

35 U.S.C. § 112 Rejections 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-20 under 35 US.C. §112, first 
paragraph, as allegedly felling to comply with the enablement reqidrement. Specifically, the 
Examiner contended that the disclosure as originally filed does not provide structure or 
circuit diflgr^m sufficient fbr enablement of independent claims 1» 8. 17, and 19. 

Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection in view of the following remarks, and 
submits that the pending claims are fiilly enabled by the Specification and Drawmgs as 
originally filed. Accordingly, it is respectflilly requested that the rejection of claims 1-20 
under 35 U^S.C. §1 12 be withdrawn. 

Exemplary support for the structure of independent claim 1. and of claims 2-7 
dependent tiiereon, may be found in Figures 25E, 25K and 25L and in paragraphs [0427]- 
[0438] of the Specification as originally filed. 

Exemplary si5>port for the structure of independent claim 8, and of claims 9-16 
dependent thereon, may be found in Figures 30A-30C and in paragr^hs [0522H0533] of 
the Specification as origindlly filed. 

As claims 1 7-20 have been cancelled without prejudice, their rejection is now moot 

In addition, die Examiner rejected claims 13 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. §112, second 
paragraph, because of insufficient antecedent basis for the term "said broadening device" in 
claim 13 and for the term "said trailer'' in claim 15. 

Applicant has amended the dependency of claims 13 and 15 to overcome Hie 
antecedent basis deficiencies noted by the Examiner. Accordingly, it is respectflilly 
requested that the rejection of claims 13 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. §112 be withdrawn. 

35 U.S.C. § 102 Rejections 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-7, 9, 1 1, 14, 16, 18 and 20 under 
35 U,S.C. §102(e), as being anticipated by Kim et al., US Patent No. 6,559,989 C*Kim"). 
Applicant respectfiiUy traverses this rejection in view of the remarks that follow. 
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Applicant respectfully submits that Kim fails to teach or suggest all of the featm^s of 
independent claims 1 and 8» and consequently cannot anticipate Hiese daims^ or the claims 
dependent thereon. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection under 35 
U.S.C. §102 should be withdrawn. 

For example, independent claim 1 recites an all-optical packet gate comprising an 
optical divider and an optical AND gate, wherein an output of the optical divider includes a 
decoding device and "a copier, to produce a plurality of images of said pulse." Similarly, 
independent claim 8 recites broadening device ... to convert said pulse into a wide pulse." 
It is respectfully submitted that Kim does not teach or suggest at least the above features of 
the independent claims. 

It is ftirther submitted tl^t Kim does not teach or suggest the claimed structure of the 
AND gate as recited by Applicant's independent claims. The AND gate recited in claim 1 is 
aminged to receive "said plurality of images of said pulse" and the AND gate recited in claim 
8 is arranged to receive "said wide pulse." Kim does not teach either a copier to produce the 
plurality of images or a broadening device to produce the wide pulse, and consequently 
cannot teach an AND gate that is arranged to receive these elements. 

In addition, Applicant notes that Kim fails to teach an all-optical packet gate as 
required by Applicant's independent claims. To tiie contrary, the optical packet switch of 
Kim is controlled by electric signals: "whereby the optical packet switch determines the 
destttiation node in response to electric signals fiom the optical pulse detectors'' (Kim, 
column 5, lines 5^13). 

Furthermore, Applicant respectfully submits that the above-discussed features of 
independent claims 1 and 8 would not have been obvious to a person skilled in the art at the 
timft the invention was made in view of the prior art references on record, specifically in view 
Kim, alone or in combination with any o^er prior art references. 

In view of the above. Applicant respectfully submits that ind^ndent claims 1 and 8 
are patentable over fbs cited prior art references. In addition, it is respectfully submitted that 
claims 2-7 and 9-16 are likewise patentable at least by their dependency fiom claims 1 and 8> 
respectively. . 
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As claims 17-20 have been cancelled wMiout prqudice or disclaimer, their rejection 
is now moot 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejections of claims 1-7, 9, 11, 14. 16, 18 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. §102. 

Finally, Applicant acknowledges the Examiner*s citation of non-applied references on 
page 6 of the Office Action, and respectfully asserts that the pending claims distinguish over 
this art. 

Conclusion 

In view of (be foregoing amendments and remarks^ Applicant submits that the 
pending claims distinguish over the prior art of record and are in condition for allowance. 
Favorable consideration and passage to issue are therefore respectfully requested. 

i The Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned counsel at the number below to 

! discuss any further issues yet to be resolved in connection with this application. 




Dated: December 25, 2006 



Eitan Law Group 

C/O Landon IP Lac. 

1700 Diagonal Road, Suite 450 

Alexandria, VA 223 14 

Teh (703) 486-1150 

Fax: (703) 892^4510 
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